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CITY OF MORGAN HILL

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

17555 Peak Avenue Morgan Hill CA 95037 (408) 779-7248 Fax (408) 779-7236
Website Address: www.morgan-hill.ca.gov

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

DATE: November 12, 2004
TO: Responsible Agencies, Organizations, and Interested Parties
LEAD AGENCY: City of Morgan Hill

Community Development Department
Contact: Rebecca Tolentino

17555 Peak Avenue

Morgan Hill, CA 95037-4128

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Cochrane Road Planned Unit Development (PUD) Project

The City of Morgan Hill (Lead Agency) will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Cochrane Road Planned Unit Development (PUD). In accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA
Guidelines, the City of Morgan Hill has prepared this Notice of Preparation (NOP) to provide
Responsible Agencies and other interested parties with sufficient information describing the
proposal and its potential environmental effects.

The determination to prepare an EIR was made by the City of Morgan Hill. As specified by the
CEQA Guidelines, the Notice of Preparation will be circulated for a 30-day review period. The
City of Morgan Hill welcomes agency and public input during this review as to the scope and
content of the environmental information, which is germane to your agency’s statutory
responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. In the event that no response or request
for additional time is received by the end of the review period, the Lead Agency may presume that
the Responsible Agency has no response. Comments may be submitted in writing during the review
period and addressed to:

Rebecca Tolentino

Associate Planner

City of Morgan Hill

Community Development Department
17555 Peak Avenue
Morgan Hill, CA 95037-4128

The comment period closes on Thursday, December 16, 2004
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A. PROJECT LOCATION

The City of Morgan Hill is located in the southern portion of Santa Clara County, south of the City
of San Jose. The project site is located east of U.S. Highway 101 at the northeast corner of
Cochrane Road intersection with U.S. Highway 101. The project site is approximately 66.49 acres.
The regional location is illustrated in Figure 1 and the project vicinity is shown on an Assessors
Parcel Map presented in Figure 2. The figures are attached to this NOP.

The project site is generally level and consists of vacant fallow agricultural land, cultivated land
(row crops and vineyards), three residences, and an equestrian boarding facility. The project site is
located within the city limits at the edge of the urban growth boundary, which borders the project
site to the north. Surrounding land uses include vacant land planned for commercial uses and the
former Saint Louise Hospital located south of the project site; unincorporated County land located
within the City’s sphere of influence designated ‘Single-Family Medium’ in the City of Morgan Hill
General Plan located east of the project site; unincorporated County land located within the City’s
sphere of influence designated ‘Rural County” in the City of Morgan Hill General Plan located north
of the project site; and U.S. Highway 101 located west of the project site.

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Cochrane Road Planned Unit Development (PUD) project (hereinafter “proposed project”) consists
of a zoning amendment and a general plan amendment application to establish a precise development
plan for an approximate 612,000 square foot shopping center on a 66.49-acre site located at the
northeast corner of Cochrane Road and U.S. Highway 101. The proposed shopping center may include
two “big-box” retail uses, specialty retail shops, restaurants (sit-down and fast food), a grocery store, and a
cinema totaling approximately 612,000 square feet. The proposed zoning amendment application would
establish a precise development plan and development guidelines for the proposed project. The
proposed project also includes a general plan amendment (GPA) for the relocation of a future collector
street extending from Mission View Drive north of Cochrane Road instead of extending from St. Louise
Drive as designated on the City of Morgan Hill General Plan map.

C. POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The primary environmental constraints associated with the proposed project is the conversion of
agricultural land; aesthetics/visual resources based on its location adjacent to U.S. Highway 101;
long-term air quality emissions and increases in noise levels from increased vehicle trips to the
project site; traffic and circulation; biological resources; archaeological and historic resources; and
increased demands upon public services and utilities. The potential environmental effects that will
be addressed in the EIR are described below:

Aesthetics

The EIR will describe the existing setting at the project site and project vicinity in terms of visual
and aesthetic characteristics. The potential impacts resulting from the proposed project will be
analyzed with emphasis on changes in views from surrounding land uses and the gateway to the
City from the Cochrane Road interchange with U.S. Highway 101. New lighting sources will be
documented based on the project plans, as well as existing light and glare sources from
surrounding land uses. :
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Agricultural Resources

The project site is comprised of fallow agricultural land, cultivated agricultural land, and an
equestrian boarding facility. The project site is designated as ‘Prime Farmland’ on the Santa Clara
County Important Farmland Map (California Department of Conservation 2002) and is located on
the border of the City limits at the edge of the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The project site is
currently under a Williamson Act contract.

The agricultural resources analysis of the EIR will evaluate the quality of agricultural resources at
the project site and the potential conversion of surrounding agricultural resources with
implementation of the proposed project. In order to determine the significance of conversion of
agricultural land to urban uses, the relative quality of land resources at the project site will be based
on preparing a “Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA)” model for the project site. The
agricultural resources impact evaluation will identify: the potential safety hazards associated with
new development constructed adjacent to farmland (spraying, odor, decreased crop yields for
surrounding land uses, as well as a discussion of the value of the agricultural resources at the
project site based on the rating in the LESA model prepared for the project site.

Air Quality

Primary air quality issues associated with the proposed project would be impacts to air quality from
long-term indirect mobile sources (i.e. traffic generation) and the emission of dust during grading
activities and diesel exhaust from equipment during construction activities at the project site. The
air quality analysis will be prepared in accordance with the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines and will focus on long-term operational impacts and short-
term construction impacts associated with the proposed project. The EIR section will identify
reasonable and feasible mitigation measures to reduce any significant air quality impacts and
potential changes to the project, if warranted, to reduce significant air quality impacts to less than
significant levels and/or to bring the project into compliance with the Air Quality Management
Plan.

Biological Resources

Based on the character of the existing environment at the project site, a biological assessment and
burrowing owl protocol level surveys of the project site will be conducted to document biological
resources and sensitive species within and immediately adjacent to the project site. A survey of the
existing trees at the project site will also be conducted by a certified arborist. The biological
assessment would include a summary of pre-survey information, methods used during the
investigation, summary of existing conditions (e.g., habitat, dominant vegetation, observed species)
within and immediately adjacent to the project site; and an evaluation of the potential impacts of
the project on biological resources with emphasis on special-status species and critical habitat. The
biological assessment will also include a summary of the habitat assessment and burrowing owl
surveys.
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Cultural Resources

‘The project site is currently disturbed from historical agricultural uses at the project site and several
homes and outbuildings that may be more than 45 years old are located at the project site. The
cultural resources section of the EIR will include a records search at the Northwest Information
Center at Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park; a sacred lands search conducted by the Native
American Heritage Commission; consultation, as appropriate, with Native Americans and other
interested parties (e.g., local historical societies); research to provide a pre-historic and historic
context for the project area; research at the Santa Clara County Assessor’s Office for any buildings
within the area of potential effects (APE) for the proposed project; survey of the project site; and
recording and/or updating of buildings or archaeological sites within the area of potential effects. If
buildings at the project site are confirmed to be more than 45-years old, an evaluation by a
qualified architectural historian will be conducted pursuant to the City of Morgan Hill General Plan
EIR Mitigation Measure Cult-1a.

Geology and Soils

Several faults are located in the vicinity of the project site, including the Silver Creek Fault and the
Range Front Thrust Fault located approximately 7,000 to 7,500 feet east of the project site.
Although the project site has level topography with slopes ranging from 2 to 10 percent,
development of the project site would involve grading activities, which may result in increased
rates of soil erosion and subsequent sedimentation to nearby Coyote Creek located approximately
2,500 feet east of the project site. Geologic and soils conditions at the project site would be
described and any information regarding geologic or seismic hazards will be identified. Mitigation
measures would be proposed for any significant impacts associated with geology and soils and
seismic hazards. Such measures typically address design-level construction criteria depending upon
the conditions present.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

This section discusses the potential for the project to create a significant hazard through the use,
transport or storage of hazardous materials, as well as possible impacts from airport hazards, and to
emergency response plans. Based on. information contained in the Phase | and Phase ll
environmental site assessments, the EIR will evaluate the potential for on-site sources of
contamination such as agricultural chemicals, fuel tanks, equipment and vehicle maintenance
areas, asbestos-containing building materials, and lead-based paint, among other things. Mitigation
measures to avoid hazardous materials impacts to the project will be identified.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The potential hydrology and drainage impacts associated with the proposed project will be
addressed in the EIR. The discussion of surface water hydrology will describe existing on-site
drainage conditions and evaluate the potential impacts of increased impervious surfaces and
resulting increased peak runoff from the project on downstream storm drainage facilities and
Coyote Creek, which is located approximately 2,500 feet east of the project site. Any on-site storm
drainage system planned for the proposed project would be reviewed, described and evaluated in
terms of its ability to mitigate potential on-site and off-site drainage and flooding impacts.
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The discussion of water quality will address potential impacts resulting from the project both during
construction and during project operation. Specific mitigation measures to control erosion during
construction will be identified, as will measures planned to be incorporated into project design to
control urban non-point source pollution. Due to the size of the project site, grading activities
would exceed one acre. Therefore, this section of the EIR will note that the project applicant would
be required to comply with the General Permit on storm water management, as required under the
NPDES implementation program administered by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Land Use and Planning

The project site has a General Plan designation of ‘Commercial’ in the City of Morgan Hill General
Plan and a zoning designation of ‘PUD (HC) in the City of Morgan Hill Zoning Ordinance. The
project site is designated as the location of a sub-regional commercial site. This section of the EIR
will evaluate the compatibility of the proposed project with the existing and planned uses in the
vicinity of the project site. Included within this section will be an evaluation of the consistency of
the proposed project with the City of Morgan Hill General Plan, zoning ordinance, as well as any
other applicable city plans, policies, and regulations.

Noise

The EIR will identify noise from traffic generation along roadways where residential or other noise-
sensitive receptors are located, stationary noise sources from project operations, and construction
noise impacts. Future noise levels generated by the construction and operation of the proposed
project will be projected to the nearest noise-sensitive receivers and placed into context with the
future noise environment. The incremental increase in noise, which would result from project-
generated traffic would be assessed. On-site sources (e.g. loading docks, mechanical equipment) as
it would affect adjacent noise sensitive receptors would be addressed. Short-term construction
noise impacts would be assessed by estimating construction-related noise and projecting the noise
levels to the nearest noise-sensitive receptors. The EIR section will identify reasonable and feasible
mitigation measures to reduce any significant noise impacts and potential changes to the project, if
warranted, to reduce significant noise impacts to less than significant levels.

Transportation/Traffic

A traffic impact analysis will be prepared for the EIR. The impacts of the proposed project would
be evaluated following the guidelines of the City of Morgan Hill and the Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority (VTA), the congestion management agency of Santa Clara County, as well
as meetings and discussions with the City of Morgan Hill. Site access; on-site circulation; and
parking will also be evaluated in the EIR. The Transportation/Traffic section of the EIR will also
address the relocation of a future collector street extending from Mission View Drive north of Cochrane
Road instead of extending from St. Louise Drive as designated on the City of Morgan Hill General Plan
map.

The focus of the traffic impact analysis will be the key intersections on the roadway system including the
following: Cochrane Road/Monterey Road; Cochrane Road/Butterfield Boulevard; Cochrane Road/Sutter
Boulevard; Cochrane Road/Madrone Parkway; Cochrane Road/Southbound Highway 101; Cochrane
Road/Northbound Highway 101; Cochrane Road/DePaul Drive (St. Louise Drive); Cochrane
Road/Mission View Drive; Main Avenue/Monterey Road; Main Avenue/Butterfield Boulevard; Main
Avenue/Condit Road; Dunne Avenue/Monterey Road; Dunne Avenue/Butterfield Boulevard; Dunne
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Avenue/Northbound Highway 101; Tennant Avenue/Northbound Highway 101. The key intersections
will be evaluated during the morning (AM), evening (PM), and Saturday Mid-day peak hours of the
adjacent street for the following six scenarios: existing conditions; background conditions; project
conditions; cumulative no project conditions; cumulative plus project conditions; and general plan build
out conditions. In addition, potential impacts of the project on segments of U.S. Highway 101
immediately north and south of Cochrane Road will be evaluated. Intersection level of service
calculations will be conducted to estimate the operating levels of service of the key intersections during
the AM and PM peak hours under these scenarios.

Project impacts to key intersections will be identified and mitigation measures will be recommended if
significant impact is identified. The amount of traffic added to the key freeway segments will be
evaluated based on the preliminary trip generation estimates to determine if a detailed freeway level of
service analysis must be completed. For those segments to which the project adds more than one percent
of their capacity, level of service will be calculated based on density, per the VTA guidelines.

Public Services

The EIR discussion on public services will cover the issues of Fire and Police Protection, and Solid
Waste. The County of Santa Clara Fire Department, which provides service to the City. of Morgan
Hill, and the City of Morgan Hill Police Department will be contacted regarding adequacy of
response times to the project site, and to determine whether the project will result in the need for
additional personnel or equipment to serve the proposed project. The solid waste generated by the
proposed project will be estimated, and provisions for solid waste collection and disposal within
the project area will be described, and the remaining capacity of the local landfills addressed.

Utilities and Service Systems

The proposed project would require domestic water supply, sanitary sewer service and wastewater
treatment, as well as power, natural gas, and telephone service. The demand for these services will
be evaluated relative to the existing capacities and availability based on discussions with the City of
Morgan Hill Public Works Department and other service providers.

Effects Found to be Less Than Significant

Effects to population and housing, mineral resources, and recreation would likely be considered
less than significant based on a review of the City of Morgan Hill General Plan. This section of the
EIR will include a brief discussion of those impact topics that were found not to have significant
impacts associated with them.
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PHOTECTION Ms. Rebecea Tolentino, Assoclate Planner
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PHONE Subject: Cochrane Road Planned Unit Development (PUD) Project Notice
914/33s-0850 of Preparation (NOP) for a Draft Environmental Impact Report
Fa< (DEIR) - Santa Clara County
BL3)33r-3430
TOD

01 ./324-2555 Dear Ms. Tolentino:

IN"ERNEY
GofSrv.ca.gov

The Depariment of Conservation's (Department) Division of Land Resource
Protection (Division) has reviewed the NOP for the referenced project. The
Division monitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis and administers
the Califomia Land Conservation (Willlamson) Act and other agricultural land
conservation programs. We offer the following commenis and '
recommendations with respect to the project's impacts on agricultural land
and resources.

Project Description

The project is a general plan and zoning amendment to construct a
shopping center on a 66.49-acre site at the northeast camer of Cochrane
Road and US Highway 101in the Clty of Morgan Hill (City), Santa Clara
County (County). The project site, which is Prime Farmland enforceably
restricted by Williamson Act contract, consists of fallow and cultivated land
(row crops and vineyards), three residences and an equestrian boarding
tacility. Surrounding land is not described by land use but Includes
unincorporated land within the City’s Sphere of Influence. The NOP states
that the DEIR will utilize the LESA model to evaluate the significance of
the project’s conversion of agricultural land.

Agriculiural Setting of the Project
The DEIR should describe the project setting in terms of the actual and

potential agricultural productivity of the land. The Division's Important
Farmland Map (IFM) for Santa Clara County should be utilized to identify
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agricultural land within the project site and in the surrounding area that may be
impacted. Acreages for each land use designation should be identified for both areas.
Likewise, the County's Williamson Act Map should be utilized to identify potentially
impacted contract, Farmland Security Zone (FSZ) and agricultural preserve land by
acreage and whether it is prime or nonprime agricultural land according to definition in
Government Code §51201(¢). Maps of the Important Farmland and Williamson Act land
should be included in the DEIR.

In addition, we recommend including the following items of information to characterize
the agricultural land resource setting of the project.

Current and past agricultural use of the project area. Include data on the types of
crops grown, crop Yields and farm gate sales values. |
To help describe the full agricultural resource value of the soils of the site, we
recommend the use of economic multipliers to assess the total contribution of the
site's potential or actual agricultural production to the iocal, reglonal and state
economies. State and Federal agencies such as the UC Cooperative Extension
Service and USDA are sources of economic multipliers.

Project Impacts on Agricultural Land

The Department recommends that the following be included in the DEIR in the analysis
of project Impacts in addition to the results of using the LESA model. :

)

Type, amount, and location of farmland lost to project implementation. The
conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmiand or Farmland of Statewide
Importance is considered a potentially significant adverse impact.

A discussion of conflicts with Williamson Act contracts, inciuding termination in order
to accommodate the project. The DEIR should also discuss the impacts that
conflicts or termination would have en nearby propenties undar contract; i.e., growth-
inducing impacts from the perspective that the rernoval of contract protection
removes a barrler to development and results in an incentive to ghift to a more
intensive land use such ag urban development, The tarmination cf a Williamson Act
contract is considered a potentially significant adverse impact.

Indirect impacts on current and future agricultural operations; 6.9.. land-use conflicts,
increases in land values and taxes, vandalism, population, traffic, water availabllity,
etc. :

Growth-inducing impacts, including whether leapfrog development is involved.
Incremental project impacts leading to cumulatively considerable impacts on
agriculiural land. These impacts would include impacts from the proposed project as
well as impacts from past, current and probable future projects. The Divislon's
farmland conversion tables may provide useful historical data.
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Williamson Act Lands

The Department recommends that the following information be included in the DEIR
regarding Williamson Act land impacted by the project. :

As a general rule, land can be withdrawn from Williamson Act contract only through the
nine~year nonrenewal process. immediate termination via cancellation is reserved for
“extraordinary”, unforeseen situations (See Slerra Club v. City of Havward (1981) 28
Cal.3d 840, 8562-855). Furthermore, it has been held that *cancellation is inconsistent
with the purposes of the (Willlamson) act if the objectives to be served by cancellation
should have been predicted and served by nonrenewal at an earlier time, or if such
objectives can be served by nonrenewal now" (Sierra Club v. Gity of Hayward).

o If cancellation is proposed, notification must be submitted to the Department when
the County or City accepts the application as complete (Government Code
§51284.1). The board or council must consider the Depariment's comments prior to
approving a tentative cancellation. Required findings must be made by the board or
council in order to approve tentative cancellation. Cancellation involving FSZ
contracts include additional requirements. We recommend that the DEIR include
discussion of how cancellations involved in this project would meet required findings.,
However, notification must be submitted separatsly from the CEQA process and
CEQA documentation. (The notice should be mailed to Debbie Sareeram, Interim
Director, Department of Conservation, ¢/o Division of Land Resource Protection, 801
K Street MS 18-01, Sacramento, CA 95814-3528.)

« [f any part of the site Is to continue under contract, or remain within an agriculiural
preserve, after project completion, the DEIR should discuss the proposed uses for
those lands. Uses of contracted and preserve land must meet cornpatibility
standards identified in Government Code §51238 - 51238.3, 51296.7. Otherwise,
contract termination (see above) must occur prior to the inltiation of the land use, or
the preserve must be disestablished.

e An agricultural preserve Is a zone authorized by the Williamson Act, and established
by the local government, to designate land qualified to be placed under contract.
Preserves are also Intended o create a seiting for contract-protected lands that is
conducive to continuing agricultural use. Therefore, the uses of agricultural preserve
jand must be restricted by zoning or other means so as not to be incompatible with
the agricultural use of contracted land within the preserve (Government Code
§51230). The DEIR should also discuss any proposed general plan designation or
zoning within agricultural preserves affected by the project.

Mitigation Measures

The Department encourages the use of agricultural conservation easements on land of
at least equal quality and size as partial compensation for the direct loss of agricultural
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land. it a Williamson Act contract is terminated, or if growth inducing or cumulative
agricultural impacts are involved, we recommend that this ratio be increased. We
highlight this measure because of its acceptance and use by lead agencies as
mitigation under CEQA. It follows a rationale similar to that of wildlife habitat mitigation
under the Metropolitan Bakersfield Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The loss of
agricultural land represents a parmanent reduction in the State's agricuitural land
resources. Agricultural conservation easements will protect a portion of those
reimaining resources and lessen project impacts In accordance with CEQA Guideline
§15370.

Mitigation using agricultural conservation easements can be implemented by at least

two alternative approaches: the outright purchass of easements or the donatlon of
mitigation fess to a local, regional or statewide organization or agency whose purpose !
includes the acquisition and stewardship of agricultural conservation easements. The
conversion of agricultural land should be desmed an impact of at least regional
significance, and the search for replacement lands conducted regionally or statewide,

and not limited strictly to lands within the project's surrounding area.

Other forms of mitigation may be appropriate for this project, including the following:

o Protecting farmland in the project area or elsewhere in the County through the use of
less than permanent long-term restrictions on use such as 20-year Farmiand
Security Zone contracts (Government Code §51286 et seq.) or 10-year Williamson
Act contracts (Government Code §51200 et seq.).

o Directing a mitigation fee to invest in supporting the commercial viability of the
remaining agricultural land in the project arsa, Gounty or region through a mitigation
bank that invests in agricultural infrastructure, water supplies, marksting, etc.

e The Departiment also has available listing of approximately 30 “conservation tools”
that have been used to conserve or mitigate project impacts on agricultural land.
This compllation report may be requestad from the Division at the address or phone
number bslow.

Although the direct conversion of agricultural land and other agricultural impacts are
often deemed to be unavoidable by an agency's GEQA analysis, mitigation méasures
must nevertheless be considered. The adoption of a Statement of Overriding
Consideration does not absolve the agency of the requirement to implement feasible
mitigation that lessens a project's impacts. A principal purpose of an EIR is to present a
discussion of mitigation measures In order to fully inform decision-makers and the public
about ways to lessen a project's impacts. In some cases, the argument Is made that
mitigation cannot reduce impacts to below the level of significance berause agricultural
land will still be converted by the project, and, therefore, mitigation is not required.
However, reduction 10 a level below significance is not a critetion for mitigation. Rather,
the criterion is feasible mitigation that lessens a project's impacts, Pursuant to CEQA
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Guidsline 15370, mitigation includes measures that *avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce or
eliminate, or compensate” for the impact. For example, mitigation Includes “Minimizing
impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation
(§15370(b))" or "Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments (§15370(e))."

All measures ostensibly feasibie should be included in the DEIR. Each measure should
be discussed, as well as the reasoning for selection or rejection. A measure brought to
the attentlon of the Lead Agency should not be left out unless It is infeasible on its face.

Finally, when presenting mitigation measures in the DEIR, it is important to note that
mitigation should be specific, measurable actions that allow monitoring to ensure their |,
implementation and evaluation of success. A mitigation consisting only of a statement

of intention or an unspecified future action may not be adequate pursuant to CEQA.

Information about agricultural conservation sasements, the Wiilliamson Act and
provigions noted above is available on the Department's website or by contacting the
Divisian at the address and phone numbaer listed below. The Department's website
addross is:

http:/www.conservation.ca.qov/dirp/index.htm

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this NOP. The Départment looks forward
to receiving your response, including a copy of the DEIR. If you have questions on our
comments or require technical assistance or information on agricultural land
consgervation, please contact Bob Blanford at 801 K Street, MS 18-01, Sacramento,
California 95814; ot, phone (916) 327-2145.

Sincerely,

Dennis J. O'Bryant
Acting Assistant Director
cc:  State Clearinghouse

Loma Prieta Resource Conservation District
8010 Wayland Lane, Suite 1 D
Gilroy, CA 95020
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December 15, 2004

Rebecca Tolentino

City of Morgan Hill

Community Development Department
17555 Peck Avenue '

Morgan Hill, CA 95037

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of Draft EIR FOR Cochrane Road Development.
Project (File No. 0A04-10-023) -

DearMs. T plentino:

* The City of San Jose (CST) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (BIR) from the City of Morgan Hill
for the proposed Cochrane Road General Plan amendment and Planned Unit Development
Rezoning project located at the northeast corner of Cochrane Road and Highway 101 in the City
of Morgan Hill. ‘

While we have no specific comments at this time, we look forward to reviewing the Draft EIR
when it becomes available for review, Please provide CSJ with two copies of the complete Draft
'EIR, including all technical reports, traffic analysis, etc. that may be coritained in one or more
volumes of the document. Please send the documents directly to my attention, as I will be
coordinating with other CSJ departments in the review of the Draft EIR.

Thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on the NOP for this project. If you
need to contact me, you may reach me at (408) 277-4576.

oo Slncercly'

X
Jams Moore
Planner [

OA04-11-023 NOP MH Cochrane Rd PUD Pjet Ltr.doo/JAM

801 N. First St R, 400, San José, CA 95110 tel (408) 277-4576 fax (408) 277-3250 www.sanjosece.gov
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5750 ALMADEN EXPWY
SAN IOSE, CA §5118-3686
TELRPHONE 1408) 265-2600
FACIMILE (408) 266-0271
www,valleywater.org
AN EQIJAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOVEK

File: 24149

Cochran Channel P ANNING DEP T

DEC 13 2004
CITY OF MORGAN 1y -

December 9, 2004

Mr. Christopher Eggers, P.E.
Schaaf & Wheeler

11000 Lake City Way, Suite 402
Seattle, WA 98125

Subject:  Cochrane Road Planned Unit Development Project \
Dear Mr. Eggers:

The Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) has received your request for information on the
Cochran Channel, located adjacent to the subject 66-acre site on the northeasterly comer of
Cochrane Road and Highway 101.

Cochran Channel is a District drainage facility that was constructed by the California State
Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Caltrans transferred the Cochran Channel and its right of
way to the District after completion of the project in the 1980's. Enclosed are construction drawings of
the Cochran Channel taken from Caltrans’ plans. The District doss not appear to have as-built plans
of the facility. The botiom 3 feet of the trapezoidal earth channel is lined with air blown mortar.

District records show the channel accepts drainage from Highway 101, as well as some tributary
areas from the east, such as the project site. A majority of the adjacent Cochran Channel watershad
from the east is agricultural land.

The District does not have design hydraulic information for Cochran Channel. Cochran Channel is
tributary to Coyote Creek which is not currently adequate to contain the 100-yeer flood, The proposed
project should provide detention to mitigate increased runoff due to development. Post-development
runoff for various flood events (i.e., 2-year, 10-year, 100-year) should not be greater than
predevelopment runoff. A detailed hydrology report will need to be provided to show that the project
will not Increase existing flows in Cochran Channel during the various flood events. The hydrology
report should identify drainage patterns and runoff quantities for the existing and proposed condition.

If you have any questions, please call me at (408) 265-2607, extension 2319. Flease reference
District File No. 24149 on future correspondence regarding this project.

Sincerely,

s by

Yvonng Arroyo
Associate Engineer
Community Projects Review Unit

Enclosure: Cochran Channel Construction Plans

cc: Ms. Rebecca Tolentino, City of Morgan Hill
S. Tippets, Y. Arroyo, M. Klemencic, File (2)

ya:mf

1208d~pl.doc

T e mission of the Santa Clora Valley Woter Distriet is a healthy, safe and enhanced quality of living in Santa Clars County through watershed
stewordship and comprahensive manaogament of water resources in o practical, cost-effective ond environmentally sensitive manner.
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CITY OF MORGAN HILL
December 14, 2004
SCL-101-R17.82
SCL101787

SCH2004112060

Ms. Rebecca Tolentino

City of Morgan Hill

17585 Peak Avenue

Morgan Hill, CA 950374128

Dear Ms. Tolentino:
Cochrane Road Planned Unit Development — Notice of Preparation (NOP)

Thenk you for including the California Department of Transportation in the
environmental review process for the proposed project. We have reviewed the NOP and
have the following comments to offer.

Our primary concern with the project is the potentially significant impact it may have to
traffic volume and congestion. In order to address our concerns regarding the proposed
development, we recommend a traffic impact analysis be prepared. The traffic impact
analysis should include, but not be limited to the following:

1. Information on the project's traffic impacts in terms of trip generation, distribution,
and assignment. The assumptions and methodologies used in compiling this
information should be addressed.

2. Cument Average Daily Traffic (ADT), AM, and PM peak hour volumes on all
significantly affected streets, highway segments, intersections and rumps.

3. Schematic illustration of the traffic conditions for: 1) existing, 2) existing plus master
plan, and 3) cumulative for the intersections in the master plan arca.

4. Calculation of cumulative traffic volumes should consider all traffic-generating

developments, both existing and future, that would affect the State Highway facilities
being evaluated.

“Caltrans improvas mobiliry acroas Californis”
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Ms. Rebecca Tolentino
Decsmber 14, 2004
Page 2

5. Mitigation measures should consider highway and non-highway improvements and
services. Special attention should be given to the development of altzmate solutions to
circulation problems that do not rely on increased highway construction,

6. All mitigation measures proposed should be fully discussed, including financing,
scheduling, implementation responsibilities, and Jead agency monitoring.

We recommend you utilize Caltrans’ “Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact
Studies”  which can be accessed from  the following  webpage:
hgg:l/m,ﬁg;ga‘gov/hghrgﬁst[d;vglopserv/ogergn'anlsy_stemslmgnsjtisggide.pg!i

Please be advised that any work or traffic control within the State right-of-way (ROW)
will require an encroachment permit from the Department. To apply for an encroachment
permit, submit a completed encroachment permit application, environmental
documentation, and five (5) sets of plans (in metric units) which clearly indicate State
ROW to the following address:

Mr. Sean Nozzari, District Office Chief
Office of Permits
California Department of Transportation, District 04
P. O. Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94623-0660

An encroachment permit application and instructions can be located at the following web
address: http:// .dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/ its/applications/ipdex html

Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter, please
call José L. Olveda of my staff at (510) 286-5535.

Sincerely,

Tm SABLE

District Branch Chief
IGR/CEQA

¢. Scott Morgan (State Clearinghouse)

°Coltrans improves mobility ocroes Colifornin”
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ENCLOSURE

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

ORDER NO., 01-119
NPDES PERMIT NO., CAS029718

AMENDMENT REVISING PROVISION C.3. OF ORDER NO. 0i-024 FOR:

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT, COUNTY OF SANTA CLLARA, CITY OF
CAMPBELL, CITY OF CUPERTINO, CITY OF LOS ALTOS, TOWN OF LOS ALTOS
HILLS, TOWN OF LOS GATOS, CITY OF MILPITAS, CITY OF MONTE SERENQ, CITY
OF MOUNTAIN VIEW, CITY OF PALO ALTO, CITY OF SAN JOSE, CITY OF SANTA
CLARA, CITY OF SARATOGA, AND CITY OF SUNNYVALE, which havc joined together to
form the SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION
PROGRAM

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, hereinatter
referred to as the Regional Board, finds that:

Existing Permit and Revision of Provision C.3.

1. The Regional Board adopted Order No. 01-024 on February 21, 2001, reissuing wastc
discharge requirements under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit for the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) for
the discharge of stormwater to South San Francisco Bay and its tributaries. The Program’s
NPDES permit is jointly issued to the thirteen Cities of Santa Clara County namied above,
Santa Clara County and the Santa Clara Valley Water District, all of which are Co-
permittees. These Co-permittees arc referred to as the Dischargers.

b3

As outlined in Finding 17 of Order No. 01-024, Provision C.3. of Order Mo. 01-024 is to be
revised in response o the “Cities of Bellflower, et. al.™ decision by the State Water
Resources Control Board (State Board Order No. 2000-11).

3. Order No. 01-024 recognizes the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Management Plan
(Management Plan) as the Dischargers’ Comprchensive Control Program and requires
implementation of the Management Plan, which describes a framework for management of
stormwater discharges. The 1997 Management Plan describes the Program's goals and
objectives and contains Performance Standards, which represent the base'ine level of effort
required of each of the Dischargers. The Management Plan contains Performance Standards
for scven different stormwater management aclivitics.

Nature of Discharges and Sources of Pollutants

4. Urban Development [ncreases Pollutant Load, Volumc, and Vcloceity of Funoff: During
urban development two imporlant changes occur. First, where no urban development has
previously occurred, natural vegetated pervious ground cover is converted to impervious
surfaces such as paved highways, streets, rooftops, and parking lots. Natural vegetated soil
can both absorb rainwater and remove pollutants providing a very cftective natural
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purification process. Bccause pavement and concrete can neither absorb water nor remove
pollutants, the natural purification characteristics of the Iand are lost. Secondly, urban
development creates new pollution sources as human population density increases and brings
with it proportionately higher levels of car cmissions, car maintenance wasles, municipal
sewage, pesticides, houschold hazardous wastes, pet wastes, trash, etc., which can be washed
into the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4). As a result of these two changes, the
runoff Icaving a newly developed urban area may be significantly greater in volume, velocity
and/or pollutant load than pre-development runoff from the same area,

5. Certain pollutants present in stormwater and/or urban runoff may be derived from extrancous
sources that dischargers have limited or no direct jurisdiction over. Examples of such
pollutants and their respective sources are: PAHs which are products of internal combustion
engine operation and other sources; heavy metals, such as copper from brake pad wear and
zine from tire wear, dioxins as products of combustion; mercury resulting from atmospheric
deposition; and nalural-occurring minerals from local geology. All of these pollutants, and
others, may be deposited on impervious surfaces and roof-tops as fing air-borne particles,
thus yielding stormwater runoff pollution that is unrelated to the particular activity or usc
associated with a given new or redevelopment project. However, dischargers can implement
treatment control measures, or require developers to implement treatment control measures,
to reducc cntry of these pollutants into stormwaler and their discharge to receiving waters.

6. Dollutants present in stormwater can have damaging effects on both human health and
aquatic ecosystems. In addition, the increased flows and volumes of stonnwater discharged
from new impervious surfaces resulting from new devclopment and redevelopment can
significantly impact beneficial uses-of aquatic ecosystems due Lo physical modifications of
watercourses, such as bank erosion and widening of channels, '

7. Water Quality Degradation Increases with Percent Imperviousness: The increased volume
and velocity of runoff from newly developed urban areas can greatly accelerate the erosion of
downstream watcrcourses. A number of studies have demonstrated a direct correlation
between the degree of imperviousness of an area and the degradation of beneficial uses of
downstream walercourses, Significant declines in the biological integrity and physical
habitat of strcams and other rceeiving waters have been found to occur with as little as a 10%
conversion from natural to impervious surfaces. Typical medium-density single-family
home projects developed in previously unurbanized locations, range between 25 to 60%
impervious. Even at very low densitics, such as 1-2 housing units per acrz, some types of
subdivisions built in previously unurbanized locations can result in more rhan a 10% increase
in imperviousness.' Studies on the impacts of imperviousncss on benefic al uses of waters
include “Urbanization of aquatic systems: Degradation thresholds, stormwatcr detection,
and the limits of mitigation,” Derek B. Booth and C, Rhett Jackson, Journal of the American
Water Resources Association 33(5), Qct. 1997, pp. 1077-1089; “Urbanization and Stream
Quality Impairment,” Richard D. Klein, Water Resources Bulletin 15(4), Aug. 1979, pp. 948-
963; “Stream channel enlargement due to urbanization,” Thomas R. Hammer, Water ‘
Resources Rescarch 8(6), Dec. 1972, pp. 1530- 1540; and, summarics of work on the impacts

'A discussion of imperviousness based on type of development and time of construction is
provided in Heaney, J.B., Pitt, R, and Field, R. Innovative Urban Wet-Weather Flow
Management Systems, 1999. USEPA Doc. No. EPA/600/R-99/029 (Chapie: 2).
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of imperviousness, inclf)ding “The Importance of Impcrviousness,” in Watershed Protection
Techniques 1(3), Fall 1994, pp. 100-111, and “Tmpervious surface coverage: The emcrgence
of a key environmental indicator,” Chester L. Arnold ct al., Journal of th: American Planning
Association 62(2), Spring 1996, pp. 243-259.

Implementation

8.

10.

12,

This Order, revising Provision C.3., is intended to enhance the Dischargers’ existing
Performance Standard for new development and significant redevelopment. This Order
more clearly requires a level of implementation of best management practices (BMPs),
including treatment measures in new development and significant redevelopment, that
teflects the regulatory standard of maximum ¢xtent practicable (MEP). This is done
through addition of requirements to more effectively incorporate source control
measures, site design principles, and structural stormwater treatment con'rols in new
development and redevelopment projects in order (o reduce water quality impacts of
stormwater runoff for the life of these projects. The consistent application of such
measures is intended to greatly reducc the adverse impacts of new development and
redevelopment on water quality and beneficial uses by reducing stormwater pollutant
impacts, and impacts of increases in peak runoff rate.

Cost-effective opportunities to protect water qualily in new and redevelopment may exist
during the land usc approval process. When a Dischurger incorporates policies and
principles designed to safeguard water resources into ils General Plan and development
projcct approval processes, it has taken a far-reaching siep towards the preservation of local
water resources for future generations,

The revised Provision C.3. is written with the assumption that Dischargers are responsible for
considering potential stormwater impacts when making planning and land use decisions. The
goal of these requircments is to address pollutant discharges and changes in runoff flows
from significant new and redevelopment projects, through implementatio: of post-
construction treatment measures, source control, and site design measures, to the maximum
extent practicable. Neither Provision C.3, nor any of its requircments are intended to restrict
or control local land use decision-making authority.

- Opportunitics for Dischargers 1o address stormwater pollution and hydrograph modification

can be limited by their current local design standards and guidance. For example, such
standands and guidance may reduce or prohibit opportunities to minimize impervious
surfaces, mmimize directly connected impervious arca, provide for small-scale detention, and
implement other management measures. Depending on the existing statc of program
development/implementation and site-specific conditions, revision of curtent standards and
guidance may result in an increased ability for project designers to minimize project impacts.
Revision of standards and guidance can allow implementation of site design measures in
projects to meet or help meet the numeric sizing criteria in Provision C.3.d. and/ot the
hydrograph modification limitation in Provision C3.f

Provision C.3.1. requires Dischargers 1o prepare a Hydrograph Modification Management
Plan (HMMP), for approval by the Regional Board, to manage impacts from changes to the
volume and velocily of stormwater runoff from new development and significant
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redevelopment projects, where these changes can cause excessive erosion damage to
downstream watcrcourses. Transit village type devclopments within 1/4 mile of transit
stations, and within the 80% developed urban core of citics, are unlikely to fall under the
requircments of C.3.[. and the HMMP. This is due to the fact that signif cant change in
impervious surface or significant change in stormwater runoff volume or timing is unlikely in
this circumstance, because the development would be within a largely already paved
catchment, and on a site that is largely already paved or otherwise impervious.

13. Certain BMPs implemented or required by Dischargers for urban runoff management may
create a habitat for vectors (e.g., mosquitoes and rodents) if not properly designed or -
maintained. Close collaboration and cooperative effort between the Dischargers, local vector
control agencies, the Regional Board staff, and the State Department of Health Services is
necessary to identify appropriate vector control measures that minimize potential nuisances
and public health impacts resulting from vector breeding, so that Dischargers and local vector
control agencics can implement such control measures without unduc adverse effects. '

Public Process

14. The action to modify an NPDES Permil is exempt from the provisions of Chapter 3
(commencing with Section 21100} of Division 13 of the Public Resources Codc [California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)] pursuant to Section 13389 of the California Water
Code.

15. The Dischargers and interested agencies and persons have been notified of the Regional
Board’s intent (o modify waste discharge requirements for the existing discharge and have
been provided opportunities for public mectings and the opportunily to submit their written
views and recommendations. The following is a brief sumamary of public meetings and
comment periods on drafl versions of this Order:

Oct. 13 - Nov. 13, 2000: Formal public comment period on the Tentative Order for reissuance of the Program’s
cntire NPDFS permit. Comments were received from Co-permittecs, cavironmental advocacy groups, and
industry, and included comments on new devclopment provision,

Nov. 7, 2000: Regional Board staff held a stakeholder meeting during the formal public comment period 1o
discuss permit issucs. Significant unresolved comments remained on the new development provision,

Dec. 13, 2000: Rcgional Board staff held a public stakeholder mecting on the new development provision,
Jan. 10, 2008; Regional Board stail held a public stakeholder weeting on the new development provision,

Feb. 21, 2001; The Program’s NPDES permit is reissued, revision of Provision C.3. on new development is
deferred to later date.

May 7, 2001: Administrative draft of new development provision issucd for discussion with stakcholders.
May 14, 2001: Rcgional Board stall held a public stakeholder mecting on the new development provision.

May 18-June 18, 2081 Formal public comment petiod [or the May |8 Tentative Order containing the revised
new development provision,

June 5, 2001: Regional Board staff held a public stakc¢holder meceting on the new development provisivn.
August 6, 2001: Kegional Board staff held a public stakcholder meeting on the new development provision.

August 9 & 10, 2001; Reyional Board staff spoke at Bay Area Stormwaler Management Agencies Association
conferences, “Mccting New Requirements for Stormwarer Condrols in New and Redevelopment Projects”™ in
Berkeley and Cupertino.
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August 17— Sept. 19, 2001: Formal public comment period for the August 17 Tentative Order containing the
revised new develapment provision,

August 27, 2001: Executive Officer and Board s@all met with officials from Milpitas, City of Santa Clara, San
Jose, Sunnyvale, Palo Alto, and Sants Clara County to discuss provision fevisions.

August 30, 2001: Board staff presented a Workshop in San Josc {courtesy of Altera Corporation) to (1) Bring

newly involved stakeholders up to date on the proposcd permit amendment, and (2) Grer feedback on the
specific requirements of revised Provision C.3., und possible provision language improvements.

Sept. 5, 2001: Board stall presented a Workshop in San Jose (courtesy of the SCVWD) to (1) Present and
discuss example post-construction controls at development projects. - how they work, how they arc gized, and
other technical details, and (2) Get feedback on the technical requirements of the revised permit Provision C.3.,
and possible provision langusge improvements.

Sept. 14, 2001 Txecutive Officer und Board staff met with officials from Milpitas, City of Sunta Clars, San
Jose, Sunnyvale, Palo, Alo, Los Altos, Santa Clara County and the SCVY WD to discuss provision revisions.
Sept. 20, 2001; Executive Officer gave u prescntation on the new development provisian to the Santa Clara
Council of Cities.

Sept. 26, 2001 Executive Officer gave a presentation on the new development provision to the Silicon Valley
Poliution Prevention Committee,

Sept. 28, 2001: Executive Officer met with officials from Milpitas, City of $ana Clara, San Jose, Sunnyvalc,
and the SCVWD (o discuss provision revisions.

Qet, 1, 2001; Board staff met with members of the Western States Petroleum Association to discuss their
concerns regarding regulation of retail gasoline outlets under Provision C.3.

16. The Regional Board has conducted public meetings to discuss the draft revised Provision
C.3.as follows:
Nov. 18, 2000: Rcgional Board meeting - [nformational Workshop on the Program’s P:rmit Reissuance,
focusing on the new development Provision C.3.
July 18, 2001: Regional Board meeting - Informational Workshop on the new development Provision C.3,
proposed Tentative Order for permit amendment,

Sept. 19,2001: Regional Board meeting — Informational Workshop on the types of stomwater treatment
controls that arc appropriate for new development and significant redevelopment under Provision C.3.

17. The Regional Board, through public testimony in public meetings and in written form, has
reccived and considered all comments pertaining to the revision of Provision C.3.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Dischargers, in order to meet the provisions contained
in Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted hereunder and the
provisions of the Clean Water Act as amended and regulations and guidclines adopted
hereunder, shall comply with the following:

Provision C.3. New and Redevelopment Performance Standards of Order No. 01-024 is
hereby revised to read as follows:

The Management Plan contains performance standards and supporting ducuments to
address the post-construction and construction phasc impacts of new and redevelopment
projects on stormwatcr quality (Planning Procedures and ( ‘onstruction Inapection
Performance Standards). The Dischargers shall continue to implement these
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performance standards and continuously improve them to the maximum cxtent
practicable in accordance with the following sections.

a. Performance Standard Implementation: The Dischargers shall continuc to
implement and continually improve, as necessary and appropriate, th: following
performance standards for planning procedures:

i. Hach Discharger shall have adequate legal authority to implement new
development control measures, including all requirements of this Provision C 3,
as part of its development plan review and approval procedures, snd other
appropriate new devclopment and redevelopment permitting procedures;

ii. Each Discharger shall provide developers with information and guidance
materials on site design guidelines, building permit requircments, and BMPs for
stormwater pollution prevention early in the application process, as appropriate
for the type of project;

iii. Cach Discharger shall require developers of projects that disturb a land area of
five acres or more to demonstrate coverage under the State’s General Permit for
Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity;

iv.Each Discharger shall require developers of projects with potential for significant
erosion and planned construction activity during the wet season (ag defined by
local ordinance) to prepare and implement an effective erosion and/or sediment
control plan or similar document prior to the start of the wet season;

v. Each Discharger shall ensure that municipal capital improvement projects
include stormwater quality control measures during and after construction, as
appropriate for each project, and thal contractors comply with sto:mwater quality
control requirements during construction and maintenance activitics; and,

vi.ach Discharger shall provide training at least annually (o its planning, building, and
public works staffs on planning procedures, policics, design guidelines, and BMPs for
stormwater pollution prevention.

b. Development Project Appraval Process: Dischargers shall modify their project review
processes as needed to incorporate the requircments of Provision C.3. Each Discharger
shall include conditions of approval in permits for applicable projects, as defined in
Provision C.3.c., to cnsure that pollutant discharges are reduccd by incorporation of
treatment mcasurcs and other appropriate source control and site desizgn measures, and
increases in runoftf flows are managed in accordance with C.3.L,, to the maximum exicat
practicable. Such conditions shall, at & minimum, address the following goals:

i. Rcquire project proponent to implement site design/landscape characteristics where
feasible which maximize infiltration (where appropriate), provide rastention or
detention, slow runoff, and minimize impervious land coverage, so that post-
development pollutant loads from a site have been reduced to the maximum extent
practicable; and

ii. For new and redevelopment projects that discharge directly to water bodies listed as
impaired by 4 pollutant(s) pursuant to Clean Water Act Section 303(d), cnsure that
post-project runofT does not exceed pre-project levels for such pollutant(s), through
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implementation of the control measures addressed in this provision, to the maximum
extent practicable, in conformance with Provision C.1.

Modification of project revicw processcs shall be completed by July 1, 2003, subject to a
workplan, submitted by March 1, 2002, acceptable o the Executive Officer, identifying
incremental progress alrcady made and to be made toward this completion by July 1,
2003. If no acceptable workplan is received, modification of project review processes
shall be completed by October 15, 2002,

¢. Applicable Projects — New and Redevelopment Project Categories: New
development and significant redevelopment projects that arc subject to Provision C.3. are
grouped into two categories based on project size. New and redevelopment projects that
do not fall into Group 1 or Group 2 are not subject to the requircments of Provision C.3.
Provision C.3. shall not apply to projects for which a privately-sponsored development
application has been deemed complete by a Discharger or, with respect to public projects,
tor which funding has been committed, and for which construction is scheduled by
Qctober 15, 2003,

i. Group I Projeets: Dischargers shall require Group 1 Projects Lo design and
implement stormwater treatment BMPs to reduce stormwater pollution to the
maximum extent practicable. Implementation of this requirement shall begin on July
15, 2003, subject (o a workplan, submitted March 1, 2002, acceptable to the
Executive Officer, identifying incremental progress already madc and to be made
toward implementation of C.3.c.i. by July 15, 2003. If no acceptablc workplan is
reeeived, implementation of C.3.c.i. requirements shall begin on October 15, 2002.
Group | Projects consist of all public and private projects in the following categories:

1. Commercial, industrial, or resideniial devetopments thut create one acre (43,560
square feet) or more of impervious surface, including roof area. streets and
sidewatks. This category includes any development of any type: on public or private
land, which falls under the planning and building authority of the Dischargers,
where onc acte or more of new impervious surface, collectively over the entirc
project site, will be created.

o

Streets. roads, highways, and freeways that are under the Dischargers’ jurisdiction
and that create one acre (43,560 square feet) or more of new impervious surface.
This category includes any newly constructed paved surface used for the
transportation of automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, and other motorized vehicles.

3. Significant redevelopment projects. This category is defined ¢s a project on a
previously developed site that results in addition or replacement which combined
total 43,560 f% or more of impervious surfacc on such an alrcady developed site
("Significant Redevelopment"). Where a Significant Redevelopment project
results in an increase of, or replacement of, more than fifty percent of the
impervious surface of a previously existing development, and the existing
development was not subjecl to stormwater treatment measures, the entirc project
must be included in the treatment measure design. Conversely, where a
Significant Redevelopment project results in an increase of, o1 replacement of]
less than fifty percent of the impervious surface of a previously cxisting
development, and the existing development was not subject to stormwatcr
treatment measurcs, only that affected portion must be included in treatment



SENT BY: CITY OF MORGAN HILL COM. DEV.;  4087797236; DEC-18-04 18:01; PAGE 11/24

design. Excluded from this category are interior remodels and routine
maintenance or repair, including rool or exterior surface replacement and
repaving.

il. Group 2 Projects: The Group 2 Project definition is in all ways the same as the
Group 1 Project definition abave, except that the size threshold of impervious area for
new and Significant Redevelopment projects is reduced from onc acre (43,560 fi*) to
5000 square feet. Dischargers shall requirc Group 2 Projects 10 design and implement
stormwater treatment BMPs to reduce stormwater pollution (o the maximum extent
practicable. Implementation of this requircment shall begin on October 15, 2004, at
which time the definition of Group | Project is changed to include all Group 2
Projccts.

iii. Alternative Project Proposal: The Program may propose, for approval by the
Regional Board, an alternative Group 2 Project definition. Any such proposal shall
contain supporting information about the Dischargers' development patterns, and
pollutant source information, that demonstrates that the proposed definition is
comparable in cffectivencss (o the Group 2 Project definition (ie., that a comparable
development area and/or pollutant loading would be addressed under the proposed
alternate definition). Proposals must be submitted by April 1S, 2004, in order to be
considered by the Regional Roard before the Group 2 Project implementation date in
Cl.cit ,

d. Numecric Sizing Criteria For Pollutant Removal Treatment Systems: All Dischargers
shall require that treatment BMPs be constructed [or applicable projects, as defined in
C.3.c., that incorporate, at a minimum, the following hydraulic sizing design criteria to
treat stormwater runoff. As appropriate for each criterion, the Dischargers shall use or
appropriately analyze local rainfall data to be used for that criterion.

i. Volume Hydraunlic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primury mode of action
depends on volume capacity, such as detention/relention units or infiltration
struclures, shall be designed to treat stormwater runoff equal to:

I. the maximized stormwater quality capture volume for the arce, bascd on historical
© rainfall records, determined using the formula und volume capture coefficients sct
forth in Urban Runoff Quality Management, WEF Manual of Practice No. 23/
ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87, (1998), pages 175-178 (c.g., approximately the

gs™ percentile 24-hour storm runoff event); or

2. the volume of annual runoff required to achieve 80 percent or more capture,
dctermined in accordance with the methodology set forth in Appendix D of the
California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook, (1993), using local
rainfall data.

li. Flow Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primary mode of action
depends on flow capacity, such as swales, sand filters, or wetlands, shall be sized to
treat:
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1. 10% of the 50-ycar pcak flow rate; or

2. the flow of runoff produced by a rain event equal to at least tv/o times the 85th
percentile hourly rainfall intensity for the applicable area, based on historical
records of hourly rainfall depths; or

3. the flow of runoff resulting from a rain event equal to at least 0.2 inches per hour
intensity,

e. Operation and Maintenance of Treatment BMPs:

Each Discharger shall implement an operation and maintenance (O& V1) verification
program, which shall include the following:

i, Compiling a list of properties (public and private) and responsible operators for all
freatment BMPs. In addition, the Dischargers shall inspect a subsel of prioritized
treatment measures for appropriate operation and mainienance, on an annual basis,
with appropriate follow-up and correction.

ii. Verification at a minimum shall include: Where a private entity is responsible for
O&M, the developer’s signed statement accepting responsibility for maintenance
until the responsibility is legally transferred; and either

1. A signed statement from the public entity assuming posi-construction
responsibility for treatmnent BMP muaintenance and that the BMP mcets all local
agency design standards; or

2. Written conditions in the sales or lease agreement, which require the recipient to
assume responsibility for maintenance consistent with this provision; or

3. Written text in project conditions, covenants and restrictions (CCRs) for
residential propertics assigning maintenance responsibilities to the Home Owners
Association for maintenance of the treatment BMPs; or

4. Any other legally enforceable agreement or mechanism that assigns responsibility
for the maintenance of post-construction treatment BMPs.

iii. O&M Reporting: The Dischargers shall report on their Treatment BM Ps Operation
and Maintenance Verification program in each Annual Report. ‘The Annual Report
shall contain: a description of the organizational structure of the Discharger’s 0&M
Verification program; an evaluation of the Discharger’s O&M verification program’s
cffectivencss; summary of any planned improvements in O&M Verification; and a
list or summary of treaiment BMPs that have been inspected that year with inspection
results.

f.  Limitation on Increase of Peak Stormwater Runoff Discharge Rates:

i. The Dischargers shall manage increases in peak runoff flow and increased runoff
volume, for all Group 1 Projects, where such increased {low and/or volume can cause
increased erosion of creek beds and banks, silt pollutant generation, or other impacts
10 beneficial uses. Such management shall be through implementation of a
Hydrograph Modification Management Plan {HMMP), developec by the Program and
approved by the Regional Board within two years after adoption of this Order. The
HMMP, once approved by the Regional Board, will be implemented so that post-
project runoff shall not exceed estimated pre-project rates and/or durations, where the
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increascd stormwaier discharge rates and/or durations will result in increased
potcntial for erosion or other adverse impacts to beneficial uses, attributable to
changes in the amount and timing of runoff. The term duration in this section is
defined as the period that flows arc above a threshold that causcs significant sediment
transport and may cause excessive crosion damage o erceks and streams.

ii. This requirement does not apply to new development and redevelopment projects
where the project discharges stormwater runoff into creeks or storm drains where the
potential for erosion, or other impacts to beneficial uses, is minimal. Such situations
may include discharges into crecks that arc concrete-lined or significantly hardened
(e.g., with rip-rap, sackrete, cte.) downstream to their outfall in San Francisco Bay,
underground storm drains discharging to the Bay, and construction of infill projecis in
highly developed watersheds, where the potential for single-project and/or cumulative
impacts is minimal. Guidelines for identification of such situations shall be included
as a part of the HMMP. However, plans to restore a creek reach may re-introduce the
applicability of HMMU' controls, and would need to be addressed in the 1 IMMP.

jii. The HMMP may identify conditions under which somc increases in runoff may not
have a potential for increased crosion or other impacts to beneticial uses, Reduced
controls or no controls on peak stormwater runoff discharge rates and/or durations
may be appropriate in those cases, subject to the conditions in the HMMP. In the
ahsence of information demonstrating that changes in post-development runoft
discharge rates and durations will not result in increased potentia! for erosion or other
adverse impacts to beneficial uses,the HMMP requirements shall apply.

iv. The HMMP proposal shall include:

1. A review of the pertinent literature;

2. A protocol to evaluate potential hydrograph change impacts to downstream
watcreourses from proposed projects;

3. An identification of the rainfall cvent below which these standards and
management requirements apply, or range of rainfall events to which this
limitation applies;

4. A description of how the Dischargers will incorporate these requirements into
their local approval processes, or the equivalent; and

5, Guidance on management practices and measures to address identified impacts.

v. The identificd maximum rainfall cvent or rainfall cvent range may be different for
specific watersheds, strcams, or strcam reaches. Individual Dischargcrs may utihize
the protocol to determine a site- or area-specific rainfall event standard.

vi. The HMMP’s evaluation protocols, management measures, and cther information
may include the following:

1. Evaluation of the cumulative impacts of urbanization of a watershed on
stormwatcr discharge and stream morphology in the watershed;

2. Evaluation of stream form and condition, including slope, discharge, vegetation,
underlying geology, and other information, as appropriate;

3. Implementation of measures to minimize impervious surfaces and directly
connected impervious area in new development and redevelopment projects;
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4. Implementation of mcasures including stormwater dctention, retention, and
infiftration;

5. Implementation of land use planning measures (e.g., stream bufters and strcam

 restoration activities, including restoration-in-advance of floodplains,
revegetation, use of less-impacting facilitics at the point(s) of discharge, etc.) to
allow expected changes in stream channcl cross scetions, stream vegetation, and
discharge rates, velocitics, and/or durations without adverse impacts to stream
beneficial uses; '

6. A mechanism for pre- vs. post-project assessment to determire the cffcetivencss
of the HMMP and to allow amendment of the HMMP, as appropriatc; and,

7. Other measures, as appropriate.

vii. Equivalent limitation of peak flow impacts: The Dischargers may develop an
equivalent limitation protocol, as part of the HMMP, to address impacts from changes
in the volumes, velocities, and/or durations of peak flows through measures other
than control of those volumes and/or durations. The protocol may allow increases in
peak flow and/or durations, subject to the implementation of speciticd BMPs and land
planning practices that take into account expected stream change (c.g., increases in
the cross-sectional area of stream channel) resulting from changes in discharge raics
and/or durations, while maintaining or improving beneficial uses of waters,

viii.  The Program shall complete the HMMP according to the schedule below. All
required documents shall be submitted aceeptable o the Exceutive Officer, except the
HMMP, which shall be submitted for approval by the Regional Board. Development
and implementation status shall be reported in the Dischargers’ Annual Reports,
which shall also provide a summary of projects incorporating measures to address this
scction and the measures uscd.

I. March 1, 2002: Submit a detailed workplan and schedule for completion of the

literature review, development of a protocol to identify an appropriate limiting
storm, development of guidance materials, and other required information;

2. September 15, 2002; Submit literature review;

3. March 1, 2003; Submit a draft HMMP, including the analysis that identifies the
appropriate limiting storm and the identified limiting storm event(s) or cvent
range(s);

October 15, 2003: Submit the HMMP [or Regional Board aparoval; and,

Upon adoption by the Regional Board, implement the HMMF, which shall
include the requirements of this measurc. Prior to approval of the HMMP by the
Regional Board, the early implementation of measures likely to be included in the
HMMP shall be encouraged by the Dischargers

g. Waiver Based on Impracticability and Compensatory Mitigation:

i. The Dischargers may establish a program under which a project proponent may
request a waiver from the requirement to install treatment BMPs for a given project,
upon an appropriate showing of impracticability, and with provision to trcat an
equivalent pollutant loading or quantity of stormwiter runofl, or provide other
equivalent water quality benefit.. The location of this equivalent stormwater
treatment, or water quality benefit, would be where no other requirement for treatment
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exists, within the same stormwater runoft drainage basin and treating runott’
discharging to the same recciving water, where feasible. The Program and the
Dischargers should specifically define the basis for impracticability or infeasibility,
which may include situations where treatment is technically feasible, but excessively
costly, as determincd by set criteria.

ii. Regional Solutions: The waiver program may allow a projcct tc participate in a
regional or watershed stormwater treatment facility, without a showing of
impracticability on the individual project site, if the regional of watcrshed
stormwater treatment facility discharges into the same receiving water, where -
feasible. :

-
-
e

. The Program is encouraged to propose a modcl waiver program on behalf of the
Dischargers, for approval by the Regional Board, and for potential adoption and
implementation by the Dischargers.

iv. The waiver program proposal should state the criteria for granting waivers;
criteria for determining impracticability or infeasibility; and criteria for use of
regional or watershed stormwater treatment facilities. The proposal should also
describe how the project sponsor will provide equivalent water quality benefits or
credit to an alternative project or to a regional or watershed treatment facility and
tracking mcchanisms to support the reporting requirements set forth in Section
C.3.g.v. below,

v. Reporting: Each year, as part of its Annual Report, each Discha:ger shall
provide a list of the waivers il granted. For each project granted o waiver, the
following information shall be provided:

1. Name and location of the project for which the waiver was granted;

2. Project type (e.g., restaurant, residence, shopping center) and size;

3. Pcreent impervious surface in final design;

4. Reason for granting the waiver;

5. Terms of the waiver; and,

6. The stormwatcr treatment project receiving the benefit, and the date of

completion of the project.

vi. Interim Waiver: In the event that a waiver program has not been proposed by
the Program, approved by the Regional Board, or implemented by a particular
Discharger by the date of implementation of Group | Projects, an interim waiver
may be grantcd by a Discharger. An interim waiver may be granted if the project
proponent (1) demonstrales impracticability due to extreme limitations of space
for treatment and lack of below grade surface treatment options, and (2) presents
assurance of provision of equivalent stormwater pollutant and/or volume
treatment at another location within the drainage basin, for which construction of
stormwalcr treatment measures is not otherwise required, discharging into the
same receiving water, where feasible. The Discharger will be respansible for
assuring that equivalent treatment has occurred for any use of this interim waiver,
within six months of project construction, and will report the basis of
impracticability and the nature of equivalent treatment for cach project in its
Annual Report. Any equivalcnl treatment that does not include construction of
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stormwater treatment BMPs must be approved by the Executive Officer. This
interim waiver clause will be void when the waiver program described in C.3.g.1-
iv. above is approved by the Regional Board.

h. Alternative Certification of Adhcrence to Design Criteria for Stormwater
Treatment Measures: In licu of conducting detailed review to verify the adequacy of
meagures required pursuant to Provisions C.3.d. and C.3.f,, a Discharger may elect lo
accept a signed certification from a Civil Engincer or a Licensed Arciteet or Landscape
Architect registered in the State of California, or another Discharger that has overlapping
jurisdictional project permitting authority, that the plan meets the criteria cstablished
herein. The Discharger should verify that cach certifying person has been trained on
BMP design for water quality not more than three ycars prior to the signaturc datc, and
that cach certifying person understands the groundwater protection principles applicable
to the project site (see Provision C.3.i. Limitations on Use of Infiltration Treatment
Measures). Training conducted by an organization with stormwater ireatment RMP
design cxpertise (e.g., a university, American Society of Civil Engineers, American
Society of Landscape Architects, American Public Works Association, or the California
Water Environment Association) may be considered qualifying.

i. Limitations on Use of Infiltration Treatment Measures - Infiltration and
Groundwater Protection: In ordcr to protcet groundwater from poilutants that may be
present in urban runoff, treatment BMPs that function primarily as infiltration devices
(such as infiltration trenches and infiltration basins) must meet, at a minimum, the
following conditions:

Pollution prevention and source control BMPs shall be implemented at a level
appropriate to protect groundwater quality at sites where infiltration devices are to be
uscd,

ii. Use of infiltration devices shall not cause or contribute to degradat.on of groundwater
water quality objectives;

jiii, Infiltration devices shall be adequatcly maintained to maximize poltutant removal
capabilities;

iv. The vertical distance from the base of any infiltration device to the seasonal high
groundwater mark shall be at least 10 fect. Note that some locations within the
Dischargers’ jurisdiction are characterized by highly porous soils and/or a high
groundwatcr table; in these arcas BMP approvals should be subject to a higher level of
analysis (c.g., considering the potential for pollutants such as on-site chemical use, the
level of pretreatment to be achieved, and similar factors);

v. Unless stormwater is first treated by a means other than infiltration, infiltration devices
shall not be recommended for areas of industrial or light industrial activity; areas
subject to high vehicular traffic (25,000 or greater average daily treffic on main
roadway or 15,000 or more average daily traffic on any intersecting roadway);
automotive repair shops; car washes; (leet storage arcas (bus, truck, etc.); nurserics; and
other high threat to water qualily land uses and activitics as designated by cach
Discharger;
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vi. Infiliralion devices shall be located a minimum of 100 feel horizortally from any water
supply wells.

jo Site Design Measures Guidance and Standards Development:

i. The Dischargers shall revicw their local design standards and guidance for
opportunities to make revisions that would result in reduced impacts to watcr qualily
and beneticial uses of waters. In this event, the Dischargers shall make any such
revisions and implement the updated standards and guidance, as necessary.

Areas that may be appropriate to address include the following, which are oftcred as
examples:

1. Minimize land disturbance;

2. Minimize impervious surfaces (e.g., roadway width, driveway area, and parking
lot area), especially directly connected impervious areas;

3. Minimum-impact street design standards for new development and
redevelopment, including typical specifications (e.x2., neo-traditional street design
standards and/or street standards recently revised in other citiss, including
Portland, Oregon, and Vancouver, British Columbia),

4. Minimum-impact parking lot design standards, including parking space
maximization within a given arca, usc of landscaping as 4 slonnwaler drainage
feature, use of pervious pavements, and parking maxima;

5. Clustering of siructures and pavement,

6. Typical specifications or “acceptable design™ guidelines for lot-level design
mcasures, including:

o Disconnected roof downspouts to splash blocks or “bubble-ups;”
o Altcrnate driveway standards (c.g., wheelways, unit pavers, or other pervious
pavements); and,
¢ Microdetention, including landscape detention and use of cisterns.
7. Preservation of high-quality open space;
8. Maintcnance and/or restoration of riparian arcas and wetlands as project
amcnitics, including establishing vegetated buffcr zones to reduce runofT into
watcrways, allow for strecam channel change as a strcam’s contributing watershed

urbanizes, and otherwise mitigate the effects of urban runoff on waters and
beneficial uses of waters; and,

9. Incorporation of supplemental controls to minimize changes in the votume, tlow
rate, timing, and duration of runoff, for a given precipitation event or events.
These changes include cumulative hydromodification caused by site development.
Measures may include landscape-based measures or other features to reduce the
velocity of, detain, and/or infiltrate stonmwater runott.

ii. The standards and guidance review shall be completed according to the schedule
below. A summary of review, revision, and implementation status shall be submitted
for acceptance by the Exceutive Officer and reported in the Dischargers’ Annual
Reports.



SENT BY: CITY OF MORGAN HILL COM. DEV.;  4087797236; DEC-13-04 18:03; PAGE 18/24

15

1. No later than March 1, 2002: The Dischargers shall submit a detailed workplan
and schedule for completion of the review, revision, and implsmentation of
revised standards and guidance;

2

No later than September 15, 2003: The Dischargers shall submit a draft review
and analysis of local standards and guidunce, opportunities for revision, and
proposed revised standards and guidance; and,

3. No later than September 15, 2004: The Dischargers shall incorporate any revised
standards and guidance into their local approval processes and shall be fully
implementing the revised standards and guidance.

k. Source Control Measures Guidance Development: The Dischargers shall, as part of
their continuous improvement process, submit enhanced New and Redevelopment
Performance Standards which summarize source control requirements for new and
redevelopment projects (o limit pollutant generation, discharge, and runoff, to the
maximum cxtent practicable. '

Examples of source control measures may include the following, which are offered as
examples:

i. Indoor maUequipment wash racks for restaurants, or covered outdoor wash racks
plumbed to the sanitary sewer,

e
mme

Covered trash and food compactor enclosures with a sanitary sewer connection for
dumpster drips and designed such that run-on to trash enclosure areas is avoided;

iii. Sanitary scwer drains for swimming pools;

iv. Sanitary drained outdoor covered wash arcas for vehieles, cquipment, and
accessories:

v. Sanilary sewer drain connections to take fire sprinkler test water;
vi. Storm drain system stenciling;

vii. Landscaping that minimizes immigation and runoff, promotes surface infiltration where
appropriatc, minimizes the use of pesticides and fertilizers, and where feasible
removes pollutants from stormwatcr runoff; and,

viii.  Appropriate covers, drains, and storage precautions for outdoor matcrial storage
areas, loading docks, repair/maintenance bays, and fucling arcas.

A model enhanced Performance Standard and proposed workplans for its implementation
shall by submitied by March 1, 2003. Implementation shall begin no later than July 1,
2003, and the status shall thereafler be reported in the Dischargers” Annual Reports,
which shall also provide appropriate detail on projects reflecting the ¢pplication of the
enhanced performance standards consistent with Provision C.3.b. above.

1. Update General Plans: At the next scheduled update/revision of its Cencral Plan
occurring after October 15, 2004, each Discharger shall contirm that it has incorpotated
water quality and watershed protection principles and policies into its General Plan or
cquivalent plan, to the extent necessary, if any, to require implementation of the measures
required by Provision C.3. for applicablc development projects. These principles and
policies shall be designed to protcet natural watcr bodics, reduce impervious land
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coverage, slow runofl, and where feasible, maximize opportunitics for infiltration of
rainwater into s0il. Such water quality and watershed protection principles and policics
may include the following, which arc offered as cxamples:

i. Minimize the amount of impervious surfaces and directly connected impervious
surfaces in arcas of new development and redevelopment and whe e feasible maximize
on-site infiltration of runoft;

ii. Implement pollution prevention methods supplemented by pollutant source controls
and treatment. Use small collection strategies located at, or as closc as possible 1, the
source (i.e., the point where water initially meets the ground) 1o minimize the transport
of urban runofT and pollutants offsite and into an MS4;

fii. Prescrve, and where possible, create or restore arcas that provide important water
quality benefits, such as riparian corridors, wetlands, and buffer zones. Encourage land
acquisition of such areas;

iv. Limit disturbances of natural water bodies and natural drainage systems caused by
development including roads, highways, and bridges;

v. Prior to making land usc decisions, utilize methods available to estimate increascs in
pollutant loads and flows resulting from projected future developiment. Require
incorporation of structural and non-structural BMPs to mitigate the projected increases
in pollutant loads and flows;

vi. Avoid development of arens that are particularly susceptible to erosion and sediment
loss; or establish development guidance that identifics these arcas and protects them
from crosion and scdiment loss; ang, :

vii. Reduce pollutants associated with vehicles and increased traffic resulting from
development.

If amendments of General Plans are determined o be legally necessary to allow for
implementation of any aspect of Provision C 3., such amendments shall occur by the
implementation date of the corresponding component of the Provision.

m. Water Quality Review Processes: When Dischargers conduct cavironmental review of
projects in their jurisdictions, the Dischargers shall evaluate water quatity effects and
identify appropriate mitigation measures. This requirement. shall be implemented by
March 1, 2003. Questions that evaluate increased pollutants and flows from the proposed
project include the following, which are offered as examples:

i. Would the proposed project result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving
waters? Consider water quality parameters such as lemperature, dissolved oxygen,
turbidity and other typical stormwater pollutants (c.g., heavy metals, pathogens,
petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics, sediment, nutricnts, oxygen-demanding
substances, and trash).

ii. Would the proposed project result in significant alteration of receiving water quality
during or following construction?

iii. Would the proposed project result in increased impervious surfaces and associated
incrcascd runoll?
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iv. Would the proposed projcct creatc a significant adverse environmental impact to
drainage patterns duc to changes in runoff flow rates or volumes?

v. Would the proposed project result in increased erosion in its watershed?

vi. Is the project tributary to an already impaired watcr body, as listed on the Clean Water
Act Section 303(d) list? If so, will it result in an increase in any pollutant for which the
water body is already impaired?

vii. Would the proposed project have a potentially signiticant cnvironmental impact on
surface water quality, to marine, fresh, or wetland watcrs?

viil. Would the proposcd project have a potentially significant adverse impact on ground
watcr quahity?

ix. Will the proposed project cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface
or groundwater receiving water quality objectives or degradation of' beneficial uses?

x. Will the project impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat?

n. Reporting, including Pesticide Reduction Measures: The Dischargers shall
demonstrate compliance with the requirements of Provision C.3. by providing in their
Annual Reports the information described in Table 1, beginning with the dates shown in
Table | and continuing thereafter. In addition, the following informalion shall be
collected for annual report submittal, beginning six months aficr adoption of this
amendmenl, unless otherwise specified below.

i. For all new development and significant redevelopment projects which meet the
Group 1 or Group 2 definitions in C.3.c., collect and report the name or other
identifier, type of project (using the categories in Provision C.3.c.), site acreage
or square footage, and square footage of new impcervious surface. For significant
redevelopment projects, the square footage of land disturbance will be reported.

ii, For projects that must implement treatment measures, report which treatment
BMPs were used and numeric-sizing criteria employed, the operation and
mainienance responsibility mechanism including responsible party, site design
measures used, and source control measures required. 'This reporiing shall begin
in the annual report following the implementation dale specified in C.3.c.

iii. A summary of the types of pesticide reduction measures required for those new
development and significant redevelopment projects to be addressed under Provision
(.3.c., and the percentage of such new development and significant redevelopment
projects for which pesticide reduction measures were required. These meusures are
required under Provision C.9.d.ii., and relate directly to Provision C.3. requirements.

o. Implementation Schedule: The Dischargers shall implement the requirements of’
Provisions C.3.b. through C.3.n. according to the schedule in Table 2.
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"1, Loretta K. Barsamian, Exécittive Officer, do hereby certily that the foregoing is a full, true,
and correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Watcr Quality Control Board,
San Francisco Bay Region, on Qctober 17, 2001,

original signed by

Loretta K. Barsamian
Executive Officer

ATTACHMENTS:
Table I. Summary of Annual and One-Time Reporting Requirciments

Table 2. Implementation Schedule
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Table 1. Summary of Annual and One-Time Reporting Requirements
Pravision Information to Report Date
C3b List of any modifications made 1o development projeet approval 2002 & 2003
Develop 't process annual reports
Project o
Approval | Optional: Submit workplan for completion of C.3.b. March 1, 2002
Process | requirements by July 1, 2003 4
C3.ci Optional: Submit workplan identifying incremental progress March 1, 2002
Group I | toward implementation of C.3.¢.i. requirements by July 15, 2003
Workplan
C.3.c.iii Optional: Propose an alternative minimum project size April 15, 2004,
Project may submit any
Categories time
Cic Details of O&M verification progran: organizational structure, beginning with
O&M evaluation, proposed improvements, list/# of inspections and 2003
follow-up annual report
C3a.f Submit a detailed workplan and schedule Mareh 1, 2002
Peak Submit literature review Sept. 15, 2()02
Runoff Submit draft [Tydrograph Modification Management Plan March 1, 2003
Limitation | (HMMP)
Submit tinal HMMP Qctober 15, 2003
Clp Name and location of project which was granted a waiver; In each annual
Waiver Project type and size; Percent impervious surface, report;
) Reason for granting the waiver; -
. \ Begin the year a
Terms of the waiver; VET 1% T
. . . waiver is granted
The stormwater treatment project or regional treatment receiving
the benefit, and the date of completion of the treatment project.
C3h List the projects certified by someonc other than a Discharger In cach annual
Alternate | employee. report
Certification
C3j Summarize the status of review, revision, and implementation of In each annual
Site Design Site Design Measures Guidance and standards report, as
applicable
Guideance | Submit workplan and schedule for revigion of guidance March 1, 2002
Submit drafl proposal of revised sldlldmds und g,mdanw Sept. 15, 2003
Summarize how any revisions to site dcsxgn standards and/or Sept. 15, 2004
guidance have been nu,orporated into local approval pm(,ess Annual report
C3k Submit draft condmonq of appmval dommuu for source control Sept. 15,2002
Source MEHsUTes
Control Summarize how any revisions to source control measures 2003

guidance document have been implemented

annual report

PAGE 22/24
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Tablc . Summary of Annual Reporting and One-Time Requirements, continued

Cc.31 Summarize any revisions to General Plans that direct land- | Year revision is
General | use decisions and require implementation of consistent made, no latcr
Plan water quality protection measures for development projects than July 1,

' : _ 2005
C.3.m Summarize any revisions to Environmental Review 2003 & 2004
Environ'l | Processes annual reports
Review
C3n List new development and redevelopment projects by name, | In each annnal
Reporting | D€ of project (using the categorics in Provision C.3.c.), report following

site acreage or square footage, squarc footage of ncw
impervious surface. Where applicablc, report treatment
BMPs and numeric sizing criteria used, O&M responsihility
mechanism, site design measures used, and source control
measures required

implementation

Describe the pesticide reduction measures required for new
development and redevelopment projects; give percentage
of new development and redevelopment projects for which
pesticide reduction measures were required

In cach apnual
repott

Tuble 2: Implementation Schedule

Provision

Action

Implementation
Date

C.3b

Modify development project approval process as needed

July 1, 2003*

Clc

Project
Categories

Require stormwater treatment BMPs at Group | Projeets

July 15, 2003+

Require stormwatcr treatment BMPs at Group 2 Projccts
in addition to Group 1 Projects

COctober 15, 2004

Optional: Proposc an alternative minimum project size

Feb. 15, 2004

Clc
O&M

Implement an O&M verification program for Group 1
Projects with structural in-ground BMPs such as sand
filters, filter inlets, detention/ retention basins

July 15,2003

vegetated swales, dry or wet ponds

| Begin reporting on O&M verification program in Annual

Implement an O&M verification program for Grroup |
Projects with landscape and all other BMPs, such as

Report

Cictober 15, 2003

'Scptcmber 15,
2003

* This implementation date is subject to submittal of an acceprable workplan by March 1, 2002. [f no acceptuble
workplan is received, the implementation date shall be October 15, 2002.
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Caf Submit a detailed workplan and schedule March 1, 2002
Peak Submit literaturc review Sept. 15, 2002
Runoff’ | Submit draft HMMP March [, 2003
Limitation | Submit final HMMP for Regional Board approval October 15, 2003
tmplement HMMP Following
Regional Board
approval
C3.g Report on any waiver(s) granted by the Discharger in Begin the year a
Waiver | Annual Report, due September 15 of each year waiver is granted
C.3j Submit workplan and schedule for completion of Teview, March 1, 2002
Site revision, and implementation of design standards and
Design guidance
Submit draft proposal of revised standards and guidance September 15,
2003
Incorporate revisions into local process and fully September 185,
implement site design standards and guidance 2004
C3k Submit draft conditions of approval document tor source September 15,
Source | control mecasures 2002
Control | Implement source control measures guidance document March 1, 2003
C3l Revise (ieneral Plans as ncccssary to direct land-use July 1, 2005 or at
General | decisions and reguire implementation of consistent water next scheduled
Plans quality protection measures for all dcvclopment projects revision,
whichever is first
C.3.m Revise Environmental Review Processes as needed Lo March 1, 2003
¢valuate water quality impacts of storrawater runoff from
new development and signiticant redevelopment
Clin Sce Table 1 See Table |

Reporting
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